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Senate Passes Equal Rights Amendment 63 to 19 


Last Minute Rider Not Acceptable 


by AGNES E. WELLS 
National Chairman, National Woman’s Party 


FTER twenty-seven years of constant effort, the 
National Woman’s Party and other friends of the 
Equal Rights Amendment have witnessed the passage 
by the United States Senate of Senate Joint Resolution 
25, better known as the “Equal Rights Amendment,” 
with a vote of 63 to 19, on the afternoon of January 
25, 1950. 
The Amendment as presented to the Senate by the 
Judiciary Committee and as brought up on the floor of 
the Senate by the Chief Sponsor, 


THE LIBRARY GF 
RECORD 
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“This article shall be inoperative unl it shall have been 
ratified as an amendment to the Constitu ures 
of three-fourths of the several States within 7 years from the 
date of its submission to the States by the Congress; and if so 
ratified, shall take effect upon the expiration of 1 year after the 
The women of the country have reason to be forever 
grateful to Senator Gillette. Seldom has the heart of 
the principle of democracy been more succinctly stated 


than it was by the Chief Sponsor of the Equal Rights 
Amendment. 
On the opening day of the three 


in which the proposal was debated, 


Senator Guy M. Gillette (D), of 


Iowa, read: 


“Equality of ts under the law 
shall aa 14 denied or abridged by the 
United States or by any State or by any 
State on account of sex. 


“The Congress and the several States 
shall have power, within their respective 
jurisdictions, to enforce this article by 
appropriate legislation. 

“This article shall take effect one year 
after the date of its ratification.” 


On the floor of the Senate, 
through an amendment offered by 
Senator Carl Hayden (D) of Ari- 
zona, a rider was added to the 
original measure and adopted by a 
vote of 51 to 31. This rider states: 

“The provisions of this article shall 
not be construed to impair any rights, 
benefits, or exemptions now or hereafter 
conferred by law upon persons of the 
female sex.’ 

The knowledge that the Hayden 
rider was contemplated came to 
proponents of the Amendment only 
on Monday—two days before the 
vote. There followed a strenuous 


SPEECH AGAINST THE HAYDEN RIDER 


by SENATOR WILEY, of Wisconsin 
Former Chairman, Senate Judiciary 
Committee, at present ranking Republi- 
can member of that Committee. 


II ͤ will vote against all pending amend- 
ments offered from the floor, because I 


feel that it is rather inappropriate for 
the Senate to decide in a few moments 
on entirely new amendments which have 
never been submitted before but which 
should more appropriately have been 

resented for debate long before this. 

ith all due respect to my able colleague 
from Arizona, I feel that the Hayden 
amendment is particularly unjustified, 
because it offers in one breath a consti- 
tutional change and in the next embodies 
a direct contradiction of that change. In 
one paragraph it would grant women 
equality and in a second wipe out that 
equality by granting special benefits and 
exemptions. The confusion that would 
result from the Hayden amendment 
would becloud all possible action in the 
States. I feel that out of respect for 
the 30 national woman’s organizations 
with a membership of approximately 
40,000,000, we in the Senate should adopt 
the original amendment as offered by the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. Gillette) and 


Senator Gillette pointed out that 
the Amendment did not remove 
from Congress nor from the States 
the power to protect persons of 
special categories under reasonable 
classifications by special legisla- 
tion. “The miracle of this consti- 
tutional change is that it benefits 
those who have never had full jus- 
tice assured them, yet it does so 
without in any way infringing the 
rights of others,” he stated. 

The Honorable Margaret Chase 
Smith, lone woman member of the 
Senate, followed Senator Gillette. 
She stated her firm position in 
favor of equal rights. The debate 
continued at intervals the next two 
days. Senator Estes Kefauver (D) 
of Tennessee presented the biologi- 
cal status bill as a substitute meas- 
ure. All the strength of the oppo- 
sition had been back of this meas- 
ure for several sessions. However, 
it was overwhelmingly defeated by 
65 votes opposed, to 18 votes for. 


attempt to prevent its inclusion. cosponsors.” 


Those members and friends of 
the National Woman’s Party who 


Another paragraph was added 
on the floor of the Senate reading: 


“This article shall be inoperative unless it shall have been 
ratified as an amendment to the Constitution by the legislatures 
of three-fourths of the several States within 7 years from the 
date of its submission to the States by the Congress; and if so 
ratified, shall take effect upon the expiration of 1 year after the 
date of such ratification.” 


This was in the form of an amendment offered by 
Senator Richard B. Russell (D) of Georgia, accepted by 
the Sponsors and carried without a roll-call. 

The Amendment, as finally adopted by the Senate, 
read in full: 

“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or by any State on account of sex. 

“The provisions of this article shall not be construed to impair 
any rights, benefits, or exemptions now or hereafter confe by 
law upon persons of the female sex. 

“The Congress and the several States shall have power, within 
their respective jurisdictions, to enforce this article by appro- 
priate legislation. 


sat in the galleries listening to the 
debate knew that a victory had been won with the re- 
sounding defeat of the biological status bill and with 
the overwhelming vote to place the principle of equal 
rights in the United States Constitution. But pleasure 
in this victory was diminished by the last minute clause 
permitting special “rights, benefits, and exemptions“ 
for women. 

Progress in the forward movement for equality for 
women in the United States has been made, but the 
amended statement impairs the real objective of the 
Equal Rights Amendment. The work of 27 years for a 
Constitutional Amendment to give women equal rights 
with men has reached a new point. 

May you find determination to do your part in bring- 
ing a favorable vote in the House, without any pro- 
vision that would negate the principle of full equality. 
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TEXT OF EQUAL RIGHTS AMENDMENT 
“Equality of rights under the law shall not be denied or abridged by the 
United States or by any State on account of sex. 


“Congress and the several States shall have power, within their respective 
jurisdictions to enforce this article by appropriate legislation. 


“This amendment shal] take effect one year after the date of ratification.” 


STATUS OF AMENDMENT 
Introduced: 


m 1949, by Senator Guy M. Gillette (D), Iowa, with 
co-s 


In House, Jan. 6, 1949, by Rep. Katharine St. George (R), . 
with 120 co-sponsors. 


Referred to Judiciary Committee of both Houses, at time of introduction. 
Favorably by Senate Judiciary Committee, March 14, 1949. 


te, 
Passed January 25, by vote of 63 to 19, with additional provisions. 
Before Judiciary Committee. 


Stalwart Friends 


In every progressive movement there is always 
to be found that nucleus of stalwart and clear-sighted 
individuals who hold to a conviction despite the beckon- 
ings of easier paths and the siren song of quick popular 
approval. The woman movement has always had them, 
and always some of them have been men who knew 
that whatever lifted women lifted them and the race. 

Prior to the final vote on the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment there were voted on several crippling amend- 
ments to the Equal Rights Amendment. Unfortunately, 
some of the supporters of equal rights voted for at 
least one of these amendments to the Equal Rights 
Amendment. But not these thirty-one Senators who 
went “right down the line” for equal rights. The 


Vote on Equal Rights Amendment 


Statement by ALICE PAUL 


Founder and Honorary Chairman, National 
Woman's Party 


The vote by the Senate on January 25, on the Equal 
Rights Amendment gives clear proof of the strength 
behind the demand of American women for equality of 
rights. The only recourse of the opponents was to seek 
some sort of modification of the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment as unanimously reported by the Senate Judi- 
ciary Committee. The method they chose was to intro- 
duce at the last moment an additional paragraph, giv- 
ing the Judiciary no opportunity to consider it and the 
women of the country no opportunity to be heard. This 
addition to the Amendment attempts to combine with 
the grant of equality to women the preservation of 
benefits and exemptions. But women do not want a 
position of superiority before the law, any more than 
they want a position of inferiority. The demand of 
the organized woman movement in our country has 
always been for equality, neither more nor less. 


The task before us now is to obtain the elimination 
by the House of the addition to the Amendment 


- ~ hastily adopted by the Senate, which would mean the 


incorporation in the Constitution of two inherently 
contradictory provisions. 


We believe that the final adoption by both Houses 
of Congress of the Equal Rights Amendment to the 
National Constitution, guaranteeing complete equality 
for men and women before the law, will not be much 
longer delayed. 


Happy Birthday, Dean Wells! 


The traditional ditty, sung by the Headquarters staff 
and other Washington friends welcomed Dr. Agnes 
Wells back on the evening of January 4, her birthday, 
as she entered the dining room of Alva Belmont House. 
There, ceremoniously seated. at the candlelit table she 
cut a festive cake and opened a pile of small, gay-look- 

ing packages brought by the guests. An original 
mc by Ernestine Bellamy on passage of the Equal 
Rights Amendment was presented in the drawing room. 


National Woman’s Party is grateful to every man of 
the sixty-three who voted “Aye” on the Equal Rights 
Amendment. But there is a particularly warm grati- 
tude, a special spot in the halls of memory, for the 
thirty-one Senators who stood with us all the way. 
Here they are, Senators: 


Aiken Hunt Pepper 
Brewster Jenner Schoeppel 
Butler Kilgore Smith, Me. 
Cain Knowland Taft 
Donnell Langer Tobey 
Downey McFarland Tydings 
Ecton Martin Vandenberg 
Ferguson O’Conor Wherry 
George O’Mahoney Watkins 
Gillette Wiley 
Hickenlooper Young 
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Equal Rights Amendment Passes The Senate 
With Contradictory Rider Attached 


by ANITA POLLITZER 
Honorary Chairman and Member, Congressional Committee 


“TNQUALITY of rights under the law shall not be 

denied or abridged by the United States or by any 
State on account of sex” is the principal provision of 
the Equal Rights Amendment as passed by a more 
than two-thirds vote of the United States Senate, on 
January 25, 1950. 

This is the first clause of the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment which more than thirty-two National women’s 
organizations support and seek to write into the United 
States Constitution, by passage in Congress and ratifi- 
cation by three-fourths of the States. 


The Equal Rights Amendment in this form has 


been favorably reported to the Senate repeatedly and 


was favorably reported this session by a unanimous 
vote of the Judiciary Committee. 


But to this Amendment, a few moments before its 
passage in the Senate, a crippling and limiting rider 
was added. Supporters of the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment vigorously protest this rider and will seek to 
remove it. 


This last minute rider was not submitted to the 
Senate Judiciary Gommittee, nor to the Amendment’s 
sponsors, nor to the more than thirty-two national 
women’s organizations supporting the Amendment. 
It reads as follows: 


“The provisions of this article shall not be con- 
strued to impair any rights, benefits, or exemptions 
now or hereafter conferred by law upon persons of the 
female sex.” 


The Hayden rider was not laid before the Senate 
until January 23 and in the hours between this time 
and January 25, when the vote was taken there was 
not time to do effective work against such a misleading 
and last minute move. | 

The Hayden rider must not find its way into the 
United States Constitution: first, because it would not 
carry out the intent of the Equal Rights Amendment, 
which is to place the principle of equality under the law 
in the Constitution and secondly, because it would be 
unthinkable to put into the Constitution any Amend- 
ment in which the second clause contradicts the first 
clause, in text and spirit. 

During the debate Senator Margaret Chase Smith 
and other supporters of the Amendment spoke to Sen- 
ators on the floor to explain the harm of the Hayden 
rider and to make clear that it would not be acceptable 
to the women’s organizations. 

Following the formal introduction of the Hayden 
rider, which did not take place until January 25, Sen- 
ator Millikin (R), Colo., suggested that the rider be 
amended by the addition of the words “now or here- 
after.” With this, the rider was adopted, in spite of 
shocked protests from women in the galleries, who 
were hearing about this stab at the Amendment for 
the first time. 

The Biological Status Bill, introduced by Senator 
Kefauver (D), Tenn., on which our opponents had con- 
centrated for several sessions, was introduced on the 
floor and an effort made to have it substituted for the 
Equal Rights Amendment. In spite of great efforts 
of the opposition to have it passed, it was defeated by 
a vote of 65 to 18. No Republican voted for the Bio- 
logical Status Bill. 

At this point we quote excerpts from speeches for 


the Amendment on the Senate floor on January 23, 24, 
and 25, 1950.* 

The debate was opened on January 23 by Senator 
Gillette. He said: : 


. - The very essence of democracy, the foundation stone under 
the whole foundation of our Government, is that if the people 
are given thé right and opportunity to discuss matters of public 
import, to debate them, and to present opposing views, out of 
that discussion will be crystallized a decision t will be for 
the best interests of the people. To refuse to submit to them, 
not a capricious matter, but a matter of genuine concern, to 
me is to contravene and negate the very foundation on which 
be a our governmental structure, and to express distrust 


. . The proposal before the Senate is an expression of the 
ultimate objective of a popular movement that began more 
than 100 years ago, a steadily growing movement of both men 
and women which has sought to guarantee equal rights under 
the law for all citizens regardless of their sex. The nineteenth 
amendment, ratified in 1920, assured both male and female 
citizens of equal — rights as voters. It did not, however, 
assure them equal legal rights 


. . What we do here to guarantee equal rights under the law 
to all our citizens, men and women alike, cannot help but 
affect our country’s success in the global battle to win men’s 
minds away from tyranny and toward free society ... 


Not only has this issue been alive—very much alive—for more 
than a quarter of a century, but in the last two national elec- 
tions both of the two major political parties wrote unequivocal 
endorsement of equal rights by constitutional amendment into 
their national platforms. Many of the Senators who worked 
in the drafting committees on the a ig og plank for their 
respective party platforms are sitting in the Senate today ... 


Mr. President, I mention here some of the many national 
organizations which have endorsed the amendment: The Na- 
tional Woman’s Party, the General Federation of Women’s Clubs, 
the National Education Association of the United States, the 
National Federation of Business and Professional Women’s 
Clubs, the National Association of Women Lawyers, the Ameri- 
can Medical Women’s Association, the Osteopathic Women’s Na- 
tional Association, the National Association of School Secretari 
the National Council of Women Chiropractors, Association 
American Women Dentists, the American Federation of Soropti- 
mist Clubs, the National Association of Colored Women, the 
Ladies of the Grand Army of the Republic, the Congress of State 
Societies, the Pilot International, the Alpha Iota Sorority, the 
2 of Progress, Delta Phi Epsilon, the Quota Interna- 

onal... 

This amendment, Mr. President, is concerned with rights. For 
some this may be the crux of the matter. Its subject is equal 
rights. It does not, as many suppose, deal with men or women. 
It deals with governments and the law made by governments. 
Furthermore, it is not concerned with rights in the abstract, 
but with a 2 set of rights: rights under the law. 

Here, in the simplest terms, is what the amendment does. It 
7 inequality of rights under the law on account of ser. 

t grants no new, as yet unheard-of rights. It says that neither 
the Federal Government nor the State governments shall deny 
equality of rights under the law on the mere ground of sex... 


The amendment in no way suggests uniformity of laws among 


the States. What it does it insists upon — is that 


no law passed by either the National Soy mg or by any State 
legislature shall be constitutional if that law denies equality of 
rights on account of sex 


The proposed amendment does not attempt to claim that 
people of different sexes are identical. Even men who have 
equal rights one with the other, under the Constitution, are not 
thereby made identical; but do have the right to equal 
treatment as individuals before the law... | 

Once the amendment is made part of the Constitution, it will 
in the future protect man as it will protect woman before the 
law—neither more nor less... 


*Congressional Records for January 23, 24, and 25, 1950, covering the Equal 
Rights Amendment debate in the Senate, may be obtained by writing the 
t Documents, Government Printing Office, Washington, 


Senator Gillette’s complete address may be obtained from the National 
Woman’s Party. Price: 5c a copy, or $4.50 a hundred copies. 
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All men now have equal rights under the law. But hundreds 
of distinctions have been made among men with respect to the 
varying degree of their duties, whether it is a matter of wartime 
service or the rome income tax. Nonetheless, before the 
law, all men stand equal. This amendment simply pro to 
ore the 

W. 

The amendment does not remove from Congress or from any 
State the power to make reasonable classifications in order to 

rotect persons of a special 1 by socially desirable legis- 
— ‘Under the amendment all labor laws would necessarily 
equal for men and women, but this would not mean the low- 
ering of labor standards for both sexes. It is probable that the 
higher standards of women—which are a real handicap to 
women when not — to their male competitors—would be ex- 
tended to cover workers of both sexes... 


Equality under the law does not require the abolition of 
humane laws. Safety and health laws should apply to all 
workers in a given industry and should be based on the kind 
of work done, not on the sex of the worker. 


A classification should be made on grounds of physical en- 
durance, not on grounds of sex... 


The international implications of this decision in a world of 
conflicting values cannot be underestimated: The enormously 
widespread support of this amendment cannot be denied. The 
desirability of reinforcing the foundations of our free society 
cannot be ignored. 


Senator Margaret Chase Smith (R), Maine, worked 
valiantly for the Amendment on the floor of the Senate. 
She continued the debate, saying: 


Mr. President, I am in favor of the proposed equal-rights 
amendment to the Constitution for the very reason which causes 
some women to anes it. Throughout my service in Congr 
I have clung steadfastly to the belief that when women deman 
equal rights with men they must give up their special feminine 

rivileges. I have urged that in connection with all women’s 
islation, because women are just as subject as men to the 
saying that you cannot have your cake and eat it, too... 


This is not a petticoat measure. It is a measure designed 
to give fuller meaning and expression to the traditional Ameri- 
can way of life. We have heard a great deal about civil rights 
and no discrimination against anyone because of race, color, or 
creed. I would add one thing to that no-discrimination code of 
civil rights—sex. I say that there should not be any discrimina- 
tion against any person because of race, color, c r sex. 
But I say with equal conviction that neither race, nor color, nor 
creed, nor sex must be permitted to be the basis for agitation for 
special rights and special treatment under the guise of no dis- 
crimination and equality. 

There is danger of losing balance on this subject, and in our 
zeal for equality to demand unwittingly and grant special treat- 
ment and privileges over and above equality. 

I think it is high time that we ng thinking of women as 
being second-class citizens, as people with less qualifications 
than men, and secondary in priority. There should be no such 
thing as priority for or against women or men. 


Senator Kefauver then offered Senate Bill 1430, the 
Biological Status Bill referred to above, moving to 
strike out the Equal Rights Amendment and to substi- 
tute the text of this measure. He made a lengthy ex- 

ition of the anti-equalitarian point of view, includ- 

the question of women’s service in war. 

Senator Cain (R), Wash., one of the Sponsors of 
the Equal Rights Amendment, rose in its defense. 

The Senate met at noon on January 24, and con- 
sideration of the Amendment was resumed. The first 
proponent was Senator Schoeppel (R), Kansas, a Spon- 
sor. Senator Schoeppel said: 

The equal-rights amendment is necessary, in m judgmen i 
order to establish the principle of —— rola or men tad 
women as one of the fundamental principles underlying our 
system of law. To limit equality is to deny it. The adoption 
of the equal-rights amendment would strengthen women’s posi- 


We are told that today we are engaged in a cold war. No 
quarter, apparently, is being given in that war. We might as 
well be frank about it. At present Russian authorities are cir- 
culating documents in vast quantities and sending propagandists 
in great numbers to work for communism among the women 
of the East, in Indochina, Malaya, Burma, India, and Indonesia. 

pu is to 2 — 

ne e great weapons u in propganda against the 
United States in these Near East countries is the failure of 
the United States to give equality to its women. I think we 
can most effectively answer this type of pro by our 


action in the affirmative when the vote is taken on the 
rights amendment proposed by Senate Joint Resolution 25. 


Senator Hendrickson (R), N. J., pointed out the 
stand of New Jersey on equal rights, saying in part: 


It is with genuine pride today that I stand upon the floor of 
the Senate of the United States and make the observation that 
New Jersey has already met this issue squarely and unequivo- 
cally, not by mere legislation, but by constitutional mandate. 

In the new Constitution of New Jersey, which was ratified 
November 4, 1947, by an overwhelming vote of the people, we 
said in article 1, among other things, that all persons are by 
nature free and independent, that all politi wer is in- 
herent in the people, and that no person shall be discriminated 
against in the exercise of any civil rights... 


I think it can be said without fear of contradiction that for 
the first time in the history of the United States women have 
been given equal constitutional rights under New J s new 


Mr. President, women lawyers led the way and the New Jersey 
Bar Association added its full strength to cause... 


.. . Here it should be noted that the first woman admitted to the 
bar in New pag: hy os A Philbrook, of Tenafly, was one of the 
great leaders in this fight .. . 


Senator O’Conor (D), Md., one of the Sponsors in 
a fine plea for justice, declared: 


Mr. President, we are prone to be somewhat ae in aman . 

of our freedoms, as compared to those enjoyed by the citizens 

other countries of the world. Yet we have consistently disre- 

riminated against women, in three respects: 

First, they have worked to the disadvantage of married 
women, by preventing them from making contracts in their 
own names, from controlling property or earnings, or from en- 
gaging in business in their own names. 

nd, they have discriminated against women as workers, 
as for example, in the so-called protective labor laws for wom 
which fix minimum wages, maximum hours, and limit type 
time of r 

Third, and finally, they have discriminated against women as 
citizens, as for example, the laws which bar women from jury 
service. 

The only way to insure prompt action by the States toward the 
desired equality of rights of women is through an amendment to 
the Federal Constitution. This method, in addition, is more 
It would met wit 

s rights, excep requtre recognition o equality o 
rights of men and women under the law. d 


. . It was just after the conclusion of the First World War 
that the women of America won national suffrage for the first 
time. Their contribution to victory in that conflict was great; 
but the production miracle of the nd World War, for which 
women of our Nation were also partly responsible, has earned 
them, at the very least, equality of economic opportunity and 
equal rights under the laws of our land. We can no g Bane 
tolerate discrimination against American women, either in the 
nation as a whole or in the several States. The equal-rights 
amendment is the instrument by which this discrimination can 
be eradicated. 


Later in the afternoon, the Majority Leader, Sen- 
ator Lucas (D), III., said: 


I ask unanimous consent that on the calendar day of Wednes- 
day, January 25, 1950, at the hour of 1:30 o’clock p.m., the 
Senate proceed to vote, without further debate, upon any amend- 
ment that may be pending or that may be proposed to Senate 
Joint Resolution 25, proposing an amendment to the Constitu- 
tion of the United States relative to 7. rights for men and 
women, and upon the final passage the joint resolution in 
whatever form it may be amended . . . and provided further that 
the time between 12 o’clock and 1:30 o’clock p.m. on said day be 
equally divided between the proponents and opponents of the 
joint resolution. 


On January 25, 1950, the Senate met at noon. The 
opening speech for the Amendment was made by Sen- 
ator Wiley (R), Wis., Chairman of the Judiciary Com- 
mittee in the last Congress, and now ranking Republi- 
can member. Senator Wiley said: 

I should like to say a word on the subject of the ts 


amendment. Senate Joint Resolution 25, now pendin 
Senate. As a long-time co-sponsor of this proposal it has been 


my firm conviction that the time is overdue for the submittal to 
the respective States of this proposed constitutional amendment 
in order that they in turn may come to a decision on this long- 

debated theme. 
I congratulate all the many alert women of our Nation banded 
* in organizations which have fought the good fight for a 
equal treatment for the 


century in order to assure fair and 
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members of their sex. They secured a partial victory when the 
nineteenth amendment was ratified in 1920, assuring both male 
and female citizens equal political rights as voters. However, 
that amendment did not assure them equal legal rights and from 


. . . Sine 1923, as cited yesterda able colleague from 
Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE], 26 different — on — been held on it. 


.. I believe, Mr. President, that a promise is a promise, that a 
latform pledge should not be broken, and that it is altogether 
tting an * that we keep the faith with the women of the 

Nation and submit the amendment to the States for ratification. 


.. Surely the judgment of such outstanding organizations as 
the National Woman’s Party, the General Federation of Women’s 
Clubs, the National Federation of Business and Professional 
Women’s Clubs, and many other outstanding groups which have 
endorsed the amendment cannot lightly be dismissed .. . 


Senator Hunt (D), Wyoming, Sponsor, said: 


I cannot help but feel, and in this I know thousands of men and 
women in all walks of life join me, that it is unfair with one 
hand to give to a woman the right to vote in a democratic 1 tage a 
of government and with the other hand make it im ible for 
her to follow her chosen line of work, which ma the only 
wees in is which — e is capab doing, by 

owing, as ve sai riminatory wage-and-hour legis- 
lation to be written into State laws. 


. . Laws such as these make one gasp their outmodedness 
and discrimination, but they exist in some States... 


Mr. President, our Constitution does not specifically differen- 
tiate between men and women. But our courts, following the 
old English law, have interpreted the constitutions to apply only 
to men, thus making it necessary to specifically provide for the 
women of this country. 


The next Sponsor to take the floor was Senator 
Langer (R), N. D., who said with earnestness: 


..+ The truth of the situation is that American women today 
have only two * — which cannot be taken away from them by 
their respective States. One is the right to vote, which has been 
granted to them by the nineteenth amendment. The other is the 
right to choose their citizenship if they marry aliens, which is a 
right granted as a result of an international treaty... 

Let me tell my distinguished friend that for nine years hear- 
ings were held by the Judiciary Committee, notices of which 
were given 


.. Women bel to labor unions from the State of New 
York appeared before the committee and testified . . . that they 
were unable to receive salaries which they earned as foremen on 


union jobs, because when inspectors came around the women 
were j aside, and men were put in their place temporarily, 


so that the inspectors would not know that women were earning 
the money or were doing the work... . 


Why did not the Senators who are opposed to the resolution 
come before the Judiciary Committee, which considered this 
measure for nine long years? The arguments that some Senators 
have made today were never made before that committee at all. 

The Committee on the Judiciary has studied this subject for 
9 years. I, as one of the sponsors of this measure, together with 
the junior Senator from North Dakota [Mr. bow i am proud 
of the fact that the women of North Dakota and, I believe, of 
the Nation, have shown in medicine, in the arts and sciences, 
and, yes, even in the o ration of farms that they are on an 
7 with men; and I am not at all worried at the ents 

the distinguished Senator from Georgia [Mr. Russe 
they are going to lose all the rights and protection affo 
by the various States up to this time. 

So, Mr. President, I shall support the resolution without any 
amendment of any kind or character. 3 


Senator O’Mahoney (D), Wyoming, a Sponsor, one 
of the ablest and most distinguished Constitutional 
lawyers in Congress, spoke earnestly : 

. . » desire to make it clear that, so far as I am 
since the Judiciary Committee has unanimously recom 
the submission of this constitutional amendment to the several 
States, since the Congress of the United States has seen the 
resolution endorsed and recommended committee after com- 
mittee over several years, and since matter with a 
subject which can be finally settled only by the States themselves, 
it is absolutely impossible for me to understand why some of our 
friends seek, first, to 4 og the sed amendment, as by the 
suggested 7 Senior — from Arizona [Mr. 
ayden], or seek to defeat it upon the floor by arguments such 
2 — advanced by the junior Senator from — [Mr. 


.. The amendment offered by the Senator from Arizona was not 
presented for consideration to the Judiciary Committee, and no 
one woud be able to define the benefits or exemptions to which the 
crip E refers. There is no doubt, on the other 
hand, about the meaning of the word “ ts. That word 
appears in a half dozen or more places in Constitution of 
United States. It is unders in fact as well as in theory. 
If it be said on the merits that benefits and exemptions granted 
to women by State laws, in labor legislation, for example, would 
contention 


I believe the time has come to raise the standards of labor all 
the way down the line, and if there are any really beneficial laws 
applying only to women, let them also apply to men. 


.. + The equal-rights amendment would not deny and could not 
deny to any State the authority to pass a law providing special 
benefits for veterans, for example, on the ground that 
equal rights could be granted and, therefore, that no 

could go to veterans unless it went to all men and women whether 


SENATE VOTE ON THE THREE PROPOSALS 


Equal Rights Amendment as Amended Hayden Rider | | 
YEAS—63 YEAS—51 
Aiken (R Hoey (D) Martin (R D Hoey (D) McKellar (D) 
2 D Holland (D) Millikin (R) Benton (D) Holland (D) McMahon (D) 
Benton (D) Humphrey (D) Mundt (R) Bricker (R) Humphrey (D) Magnuson (D) 
Brewster (R) Hunt (D) Neely (D) Byrd (D) Ives (R ybank (D) 
Bricker (R) Ives (R) O’Conor (D) Chapman (D) Johnson, Colo. (D) Millikin (R) 
Butler (R) Jenner (R) O’Mahoney (D) Connally (D) Johnson, Tex. (D) Mundt (R) 
(R) Johnson, Tex (D) Pepper (D) Cordon (R) Johnston. C. (D) Murray (D) 
Donnell (R) Kefauver (D) tall (R) Douglas (D) Kefauver (D) Neely (D) 
(D Kem (R) Smith, Me. (R) Kem (R) 
R) Kerr (D) Smith, N. J. (R) 
Ecton (R) Kilgore (D) Taylor (D) 
Ferguson (R) Knowland (R) U ) 
Frear (D Thye (R) 
Fulbright (D) Lodge (R) Tobey (R) 
George (D) Lucas (D) Tyd 
Gillette (D) McCarthy (R) Vandenberg (R) 
Graham (D) McClellan (D) Watkins (R) 
Gurney (R) McFarland (D) Wherry (R) 
Hayden (D) McKellar (D) Wiley (R) 
Hendrickson (R) McMahon (D) Williams (R) 
Hickenlooper(R) Magnuson (D) Young (R) 
NAYS—19 
Byrd (D) Johnson, Colo. (D) Murray (D) anden 
Chapman (D) Johnston, S. C. (D) Robertson (D 
Connally (D) Leahy (D) Russell ( ( 
Eas — Long — Williams (R) 
tland (D 
reen rran (D Gurney (R) Millikin (R) Young (R) 
22 — Hendrickson (R) Mundt (R) 
Bridges (R) der ( 
Cain (R) Flanders (R) Taft (R) (D) 
Malone (R) Thomas, Okla. (R) 
Morse (R) Ww (D) 
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they were veterans or not. The power of the State legislatures 
to provide for classifications and categories of women cannot 
be denied. 

. . I do take platform declarations lightly. If there should be a 
pledge in the platform to which I was not willing to 2 my 
adherence, I would say so at the time. I marvel at Members 
of the Senate who have declared themselves as supporting fair 
employment practices, as supporters of the FEPC, saying, “Well, 
we are for the FEPC, but not when it comes to women. 


.. I hope that the amendment offered by the Senator from 
Arizona and the substitute of the Senator from Tennessee will 
both be rejected, as totally opposed to the plain intent and pur- 
pose of the proposed equal-rights amendment to the Constitution. 


Senator Pepper (D), Fla., then made a stirring 
contribution to the debate, saying: 


.. . The Amendment proposes that at long last women shall be 
— and aes before the law equal with the masculine 
rtion of the ulation. : 
poor. President, it cannot be proclaimed that what is the solemn 
rofession of the two major parties of America, who receive, 
ther, almost the entire electoral vote, is the expression of a 
minority group of this Nation. What is today proclaimed as the 
aspiration and proposal of this amendment is not only a national 
sentiment but an international 1 2 
In 1945 the Nations 
ts of men and women. 
n 1948 the — of Human Rights pro- 
imed the equal rights of men and women. 
2 1949 the draft International Covenant on Human Rights 
proclaimed the equal rights of all people to enjoy status ore 
the law, regardless of sex. 

In 1949 the draft Declaration on the Rights and Duties of 
States proclaimed the same rights for women and men. 

So what we propose today is to accord women equal rights with 

men—to give women the full status of citizenship. ... 
.. . Men are equal before the law, yet not before the draft. Men 
have sometimes to serve in the front lines and sometimes to serve 
in other areas of warfare. All women may be drafted, as Eng- 
land did in the war, but England did not assign drafted women 
and drafted men to the same duties. Yet they were all equal 
in the necessity of response to the national call. But a difference 
in positions for them was a reasonable classification. 

The courts are not blind to what everyone else knows. They 
will take judicial knowledge of the purpose behind this proposed 
constitutional amendment. They know the long struggle to give 
women equal dignity before the law, equal protection of the law, 
equal rights with men. 


At the close of Senator Pepper’s address the Vice 
President closed the debate saying: 


. ++ The 1 of the Senator from Florida has expired. All time 
: Under the unanimous-consent agreement, the time has arrived 
for the Senate to vote on all amendments to the joint resolution 
and on the joint resolution itself. 
At this point the Vice President ordered the Secre- 
tary to state “the original joint resolution and the pro- 
posed amendments.” 

From the Record of January 25, we quote the dis- 
cussion that then took place, shortly before the final 


roll call: 


The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on the third read- 


of the resolution 

r. HAT DEN. Mr. President, I have an amendment pending. 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment was read for the 
information of the Senate. It has not actually been offered. 

Mr. HAYDEN. I offer it, and I ask that it be read. . 
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Arizona offers 
an amendment which will be read. 

Thus, after the debate was over, Senator Hayden’s 
resolution, which he had advocated during the discus- 
sion, was formally offered. 

The vote was then taken on the Hayden Amend- 
ment. The yeas were 51; the nays 31; not voting, 14. 
The Hayden Amendment was agreed to. 

Before this vote, Senator Lucas for the Democrats, 
and Senator Saltonstall for the Republicans announced 
those absent from the city. Senator Saltonstall stated 
that Senator Taft (R) Ohio, necessarily absent, was 
paired against the Hayden rider with Senator Malone 
(R) Nevada, paired for. 

Mr. Kefauver then asked to have the measure which 
had been introduced by himself, Senator Morse (R), 
Ore., Senator Murray (D), Mont., Senator Johnston 
(D), S. C., and Senator Lehman (D), N. v., commonly 


rter proclaimed the equal 


known as the Biological Status Bill, called up for a vote. 
The vote was taken and the bill was overwhelmingly 
defeated by a vote of 18 yeas, to 65 nays, with 13 not 
18 No Republican voted for the Biological Status 


The question was then on the passage of the Equal 
Rights Amendment, as amended by the Hayden rider. 
The following announcements were made by Dem- 
ocratic and Republican leaders: 
Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. Chavez] and the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. Withers] 


are absent on official business. 
The Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Ellender] is necessarily 


absent. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Myers] is absent on 
important public business. 

3 4 Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Thomas] is unavoidably 
absen | 

I announce further that if present and voting, the Senator 
from New Mexico [Mr. Chavez}. the Senator from 8 
[Mr. Myers), and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. T ] 

te ‘ ea I 


vote “yea. 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that the junior Senator 
from Kansas [Mr. Darby] and the senior Senator from Kansas 
[Mr. Schoeppel] are absent by leave of the Senate. If present 
and voting, the junior and the senior Senators would each vote 
ea.” 

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. Taft] is necessarily absent. If 
present and voting, the Senator from Ohio vote “yea.” 

The Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. Bridges], the Senator 

rom Indiana [Mr. Capehart], and Senator from Vermont 
Mr. Flanders] are necessarily absent. If present and voting, 
the Senator from New Hampshire, the Senator from Indiana, 
and the Senator from Vermont would each vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. Malone] and the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. Morse] are absent on official business. If present 
and voting, the Senator from Nevada would vote “yea.” 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Cain] is detained on 
official business. If present and voting, the Senator from Wash- 
ington would vote “yea.” 


The final vote on the Amendment was then taken. 
The vote as announced was: Yeas, 63; Nays, 19; not 
voting, 14. No Republican voted against the Equal 
Rights Amendment. 

Only six speeches against the Equal Rights Amend- 
ment were made during the course of the debate. These 
speeches were made by Senators Russell (D), Ga.; 
Kefauver (D), Tenn.; Lehman (D), N. Y.; Douglas 
(D), III.; Johnson (D), S. C., and Hayden (D), Ariz. 


THE NEXT STEP 


The Equal Rights Amendment, with the attached 
rider, has now gone to the House of Representatives. 
Congressman Katherine St. George, Chief Sponsor in 
the House, in a move to facilitate consideration of the 
Amendment by the present Congress, has announced 
that if the bill is not reported by the House Judiciary 
Committee within a month she will file a petition to 
discharge the Committee from further consideration of 
the Amendment, which has been before this Commit- 
tee since January 3, 1949, and will try to have the 
Amendment passed by the House without the rider. 
The Amendment would then go to a conference commit- 
tee appointed by the two Houses,. and the rider, it is 
hoped, would be finally eliminated by the conferees. 
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Ohio Labor Leaders Want Law for 


Men and Women 


by CLARA SNELL WOLFE 
Chairman, Ohio Branch, National Woman’s Party 


ROGRESS of the Equal Rights Amendment in Con- 

gress and throughout the nation since its introduc- 
tion in 1923 has been steady and inspiring. Friends 
have increased and many opponents have been con- 
vinced that any necessary adjustments arising from its 
passage must be made without sacrifice of the funda- 
mental principles of democracy on which our cause 
rests and on which it must prevail. 


As proponents of the Amendment realize, opposition 
to the Amendment comes often—perhaps most often— 
on the ground that equality for women under the law 
would bring equal responsibility and with this the loss 
of any special laws and regulations supposed to protect 
women. Our belief is that such laws are in many cases 
- restrictive and the opposite of protective and in such 
cases should be abolished outright. In instances where 
they are seen to serve a helpful purpose for mainten- 
ance of health and well-being, this service need not be 
lost; laws applying to women only can simply be ex- 
tended to men. 


Some recent pronouncements by officials in Ohio 
point the way to such adjustments to be made on such 
a basis. On December 8 The Columbus Citizen carried 
the following news item: 


URGES EXTENSION OF OHIO WAGE LAW 
By DON SMITH 


Citing the case of a male elevator operator who 
works 12 hours a day and 18 hours on Sunday at 25 
cents an hour, State Industrial Relations Director 

A. A. Woldman, Thursday urged a minimum wage 
law for Ohio that would cover both men and women. 


Woldman only recommended that Ohio’s current 
“outdated” minimums covering only women and 
minors in certain industries be expanded to include 
men but also called for enactment of a “realistic” 
minimum rate for both sexes in all industries. 


Unfortunately, the state is powerless to do any- 
thing about the case of the hotel elevator operator 
who wrote the Industrial Relations Department in 
the — that something could be done about raising 
his ry, Woldman said. Ohio minimum wage 
laws cover only women and minors. 

Woldman said the letter from the elevator o 
erator was only one of a “substantial number” he 
has been receiving lately from men workers who are 
not guaranteed minimum rates by law or union 
contracts. 


On December 22 the same paper carried another 
article by Don Smith: 


AFL, ClO BACK WAGE LAW CHANGE 
By DON SMITH 


The two men who do most of the official talking 
for organized labor in Ohio joined Thursday in urg- 
Phil Hannah, secretary of the Ohio State Federa- 

tion of Labor, and Jacob Cla n, who holds a 

similar position with the Ohio CIO Council, agreed 

with a recent statement by A. A. Woldman, state 
en relations director, that Ohio needs a wage 
oor. 

Woldman also has attacked the current minimums 
on the books—which cover only women and minors 
in certain industries—as “archaic and meaningless.” 
.. Hannah said the AFL has called for enactment of 
a minimum wage for all workers in recent sessions 
of the Legislature but each time it has been defeated. 


Mr. Hannah mentioned a minimum which he con- 
sidered reasonable but at any rate the principle of 
men and women being included in the same law has 
been given important backing. 


The American Women’s Medical Associa- 


tion Learns That Women Are Not Persons 


by Dr. ANNE S. MASTER 
President of the Women’s Medical Society of 
Greater Cleveland 


The fact that women are not persons in the constitu- 
tional sense seems to come as a surprise to many people. 
It was a surprise to the American Women’s Medical 
Association early in the war when they went to Wash- 
ington in all good faith to offer their abilities and serv- 
ices to their country, both with patriotic and profes- 
sional motives. 

Being self-respecting as well as able women they 
asked f or equal rank and equal remuneration with men 
doctors in the Army. 

It was no fault of the Secretary of War at the time, 
Mr. Henry L. Stimson, nor of the Comptroller General 


of the United States, when the latter was obliged to 


report to the Secretary of War, and Mr. Stimson to us, 
that our request could not be granted . It was the 
law that was at fault. The law specified that these 
prerogatives be given to persons and women, in the 
constitutional sense, so ruled the Comptroller General, 
are not persons. 

This is a short story but the effort required to be 
able to serve in spite of this major disability was long, 
expensive and time-consuming. Dr. Helena T. Ratter- 
man of Cincinnati was President of the American 
Women’s Medical Association at the time. It was 
necessary for her and other officers to go to Wash- 
ington and appear before the proper committee to 
present our case and ask for a bill to cover our ob- 
jective. Our bill finally went through but it is in effect 
only for the duration of the war. 

It is small wonder, then, that the American Women’s 
Medical Association, at its next annual convention, 
heartily endorsed the Equal Rights Amendment. This 
amendment will give to women doctors and to all 
women a place of dignity and security in the funda- 
mental law of the land, the Constitution of the United 


States. 


Excerpts from a 2 made at the Luncheon Meeting of the 
National Woman’s Party, Hotel Cleveland, October 1, 1949. 
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S UITS set the stage for spring. . . become a beautiful ever-interesting 
back-drop to bright new accessories and softly flattering little hats. In 
fact, you’ll find them the most versatile and universally becoming choice 
for all your busy days... And you will take particular pleasure in the new 
collections on our designer third floor, as well as in our Greenbrier Sports 
Shop and Shop for Misses on the fourth floor. ; 


Julius Garfinckel & Co. 


In the Nation's Capital 


Visit our Spring Valley Store Massachusetts Avenue at 49th Street 
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